108           CONCEPTION OF MATTER "         [ CH.

have consisted of a single constituent, whereby there
would have been no true product; and if the same be
regarded as such, it would have become eternal; and
again, as the constituents do not subsist in any single
part of the composite, for, the composite has no other
constituents apart from the constituents which it
possesses, it is held that there exists no substance which
may be called a composite apart from the mere collec-
tion of its constituents.136

To this the Nyaya-Vaigesika replies that the
objection of the Buddhists is entirely groundless; for,
no one believes that a cause or any constituent (of an
effect) ever inheres in any effect.ls7

As to the objection then that as the composite
either wholly or partly docs not inhere in its consti-
tuents, on account of their having different dimensions,
and also because, the composite would then consist
of one single constituent which would make the produc-
tion possible from a single substance leading to the
possibility of constant production or making the
product eternal in the case of a diyycinuka^ in the former
case;1'18 and due to the possibility of the composite pos-
sessing constituents other than those which produced
the composite in the latter case (which it has not),
there is no difference between a composite and its
constituents, it may be said in reply that there being
no diversity in one, the use of the terms denoting
difference should not be used regarding that one.
In other words, the terms "wholly9 and "partly5 denoting
difference cannot be attributed to a composite which
forms one definite unit. Hence, the objection does
not affect the forming of a composite.130

As to the argument thar as the composite cannot
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